I. G. Doolittle those who paid or were exempt. Twelve were assessed at Berechurch where there were two paupers.
Population estimates have been calculated by employing Gregory King's urban multiplier of 4.4. Studies of the Hearth Tax and more specialized investigations have tended only to confirm King's findings.5 It is difficult to see exactly how King arrived at his multipliers but in view of his sophisticated approach and the corroboratory evidence from other sources this almost contemporary estimate may be used with some confidence.6
Nevertheless the population figures given in Table 1 must be treated with some care. Certainly the total for 1666 cannot be considered trustworthy. The assessment is dated 25 March and therefore falls between the two outbreaks of plague in the late summer months of 1665 and 1666. Many inhabitants must have escaped the net of the officials. All that can be said about that year is that Colchester lost somewhere in the region of half its inhabitants. 
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It is striking how rapidly Colchester recovered from the plague. Even though the 1662 total may overestimate the size of the population at that time, it is clear that Colchester had almost regained its former numbers within ten years. In 1662 there had only been thirteen empty houses recorded in the returns, a small figure even allowing for the omission of those exempt from payment. In 1666 the figure was 279, a striking indication of the extent of the mortality and the large numbers who fled the town. By 1671 the total had fallen to eighty-five, and four years later it fell still further to sixty-two. With remarkable speed Colchester was filling its ranks again.
At the same time, and as the concomitant of this demographic recovery, Colchester showed a considerable economic resilience in the face of the plague's destruction. Of course, town officials were ready to stress the debilitating effects of epidemics in order to escape public charges,8 and it is true that in 1665-1666 Colchester's trade
The effects of the plague on a provincial town in the 16th and 17th centuries was naturally hindered and her goods treated with understandable suspicion.9
Yet despite the siege of the town by Parliamentary forces in 1648, and the plague of 1665-1666, it is clear that Colchester continued to thrive as an important centre for the production of the so-called "New Draperies" until the very end of the century. Even Philip Morant, Colchester's most famous historian, who believed that "the unhappy Siege brought universal distress and poverty in this place" acknowledged that "trade and riches flourished amongst us again, till towards the end of King William's reign the French influence at the Court of Spain prejudiced our interest and the sale of our woollen goods there . .".10
Unfortunately there are no reliable indices of the production of Colchester's most important cloth, the bays and says, with which to trace statistically the town's economic recovery. There is, however, the evidence of the "English Fines", fines paid by English clothworkers for goods which failed to pass examination at the Dutch Bay Hall. The figures are not without their difficulties. Inefficient weavers might begin manufacturing in periods of prosperity or stop production in times of hardship. This would tend to produce exaggerated up-and down-swings in the totals. It is probable too that the ratio of English to Dutch clothworkers rose during the century. Nevertheless the obvious trends suggested by the figures do not seem far from the truth. Certainly the pattern they reveal of production before and after the plague of 1665-1666 is clear enough. The totals (to the nearest pound) are given in Table II . an upsurge in the town's internal, natural growth, and an influx of immigrants in the years after the plague. In fact there is evidence that Colchester benefited from both these phenomena.
Unfortunately it is impossible to illustrate the first points from the parish registers for 1665-1666. The plague naturally played havoc with the registration of those The effects of the plague on a provincial town in the 16th and 17th centuries years, and the bills of mortality which have survived do not record "christenings". But for earlier, less virulent, plagues such figures do exist. It is clear then that severe epidemics were often followed by an upsurge in baptisms and marriages,23 and that "a simple equation of a succession of plague outbreaks with a decline in population will not make sense by itself".24 It is also becoming increasingly evident that family limitation was not unknown to couples in pre-industrial England, even if this only took the elementary form of delaying or bringing forward the age at marriage. This suggests that societies at this time were able to respond to the economic opportunities ironically afforded by large-scale loss of life. Houses and jobs were now in plentiful supply. It is true that in the parish of Colyton, where family limitation was first analysed, fertility rates fell sharply after the plague of 1645-1646. But since Colyton's population was never larger than 2,000 and its economy mainly agricultural (apart from a small, and declining woollen industry), this need not lead to the assumption that larger, more prosperous towns responded to heavy mortality in similar fashion.25 Two studies of family life based on Essex material have also provided slight but suggestive evidence of birth control in the seventeenth century.'6 Society then was ready and able to make good some of the losses created by the plague by an increase in both marriage and birth rates in the following years.
But towns in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries could not overcome plague losses simply through internal, natural growth. Certainly, by the seventeenth century even in plague-free years baptisms in Colchester rarely kept pace with burials, if the evidence from St. Leonard's is representative.'7 Colchester's recovery must have been partly due to immigration. Pre-industrial towns relied on immigration for their The effects of the plague on a provincial town in the 16th and 17th centuries growth and in Essex at least the proportion of urban to rural dwellers was increasing.28
It would be a laborious exercise to examine here the sources for migration in the Colchester area. Let it simply be said that both the turnover of names on tax lists, and the biographical notes at the head of the depositions in the archidiaconal courts amply substantiate the growing evidence that pre-industrial society was remarkably mobile and that folk were ever ready to move in search of work.29 As one observer has put it: "The drift townwards was a feature of the times as it is in many backward countries today."80 It was the attraction of urban employment for the unemployed villager, it has been suggested, that explains the greater incidence of poverty in the towns of Essex than in the rural areas, as indicated by the Hearth Tax returns; and the problem seems to have been particularly acute in Colchester and other textile centres.3 At another cloth town, Norwich, at least half the city's poor at one time were not local born.32
If then immigration played an important role in sustaining Colchester's expansion through the difficulties occasioned by the plague (and the siege too), it has to be asked whence these immigrants came. Some undoubtedly came from the surrounding rural areas. A detailed investigation of the demography of ten villages in the Tendring Hundred, to the east of Colchester, suggests that despite an occasional surplus of baptisms over burials these parishes did not expand in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. In some, in fact, a decline is evident."s It is possible, therefore, that part of the natural growth of these rural parishes was expended in migration to Colchester. But is is doubtful whether the surplus of baptisms over burials was sufficient to explain much of Colchester's expansion at this time. Certainly other rural areas provided labourers and servants for the expanding cloth centres. There is much evidence to suggest that the Essex countryside as a whole was experiencing considerable population pressure during this period,34 and this no doubt precipitated townward migration. But Essex towns too provided textile workers for the cloth industry,35 and the "subsistence", as opposed to "betterment", migration analysed in the most comprehensive treatment of this subject has been as an essentially urban I. G. Doolittle phenomenon.36 The fifteen-twenty mile limit for the migration of Colchester deponents in the church courts, which agrees with most analyses of mobility in this period, would certainly encompass the cloth towns of Braintree, Bocking, Coggeshall and Halstead to the west of Colchester.
But if immigration was an important feature of urban growth it has still to be shown that the plague outbreaks prompted an influx of workers from the surrounding towns and villages. It seems clear that the rural areas near Colchester did not suffer severely from the plague." There are few plague deaths recorded in the parish registers of villages in the Tendring Hundred, although there was a cluster of JuneJuly burials in 1626 at Elmstead, and seventeen plague deaths were registered at Great Bentley in 1665-1666.38 The Hearth Tax returns for these rural parishes give no sign of a slump comparable to that to be seen in the Colchester figures. Indeed in 1665-1666 neighbouring villages were called upon to relieve plague-stricken Colchester, and local churches felt able to give money to the smitten townsfolk. 39 Whilst there is no direct evidence that Colchester benefited from large-scale immigration after plague visitations, Defoe does give an example, from the 1720s, of the way in which even a temporary boom in the, by then, declining Essex cloth industry drew men and women in large numbers out of their country villages and into the cloth towns.40 But if the material on this problem is scanty for Colchester, there are some important pointers elsewhere. Even if London is again considered exceptional,4' it is interesting that two provincial centres, Norwich and York, both seem to have experienced immigration during the post-plague period. Exeter's rapid recovery from the plague of 1590 has been explained in terms of "a large influx, as happened in London after the plague visitations".42 Since immigrants
